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 	There are four elements that make up the contract. The elements profoundly revealed in the case comprise of legal objects, contractual capacity, the consideration, and the agreement. First, Sam who is the offeror provides an offer in the agreement and in the completion of the contract; the terms are accepted by the offeree who is the chain store manager. Sam entered into a verbal contract that stated that he should ship one thousand (1,000) units of his new inventory items “barking dog noise maker” to the store manager. It counts as a contract element as Sam agreed in the shipment of one thousand (1,000) units of the items. Secondly, the existence of the consideration element would include in the case if only the offeree (the store manager) in turn considers giving an offer to Sam for the one thousand (1,000) units exchange (Kubasek, 2012). Therefore, as the consideration element of the contract was omitted then the contract emerges invalid. The next element involves contractual capacity of the contract. The element provides a chance for implementation of a binding agreement through a legal procedure. Despite Sam making an offer, he is assumed of legal age although his mental state condition or intoxication possibilities not determined and therefore it validates the contractual capacity element. Legal object portrays the last element as the agreement implication states that Sam’s products would be exclusively sold by the chain store manager. Another reason that makes the contract invalid is the improper form in which it possibly lacks writing. 
Quasi-contract may be put in effect between the chain store manager and Sam. The quasi-contracts are termed to be not true contracts. Imposition of the contractual obligations by courts helps prevention of unjust enrichment on the other party’s expense hence appears like the party has valid contract (Kubasek, 2012). Each party received benefit is the necessary aspect to essentially determine in the quasi-contracts. As the store manager benefits from the sale of the one thousand (1,000) units received, it is clear that Sam does not benefit with receiving nothing in return. Under promissory estoppels, the chain store manager may possibly earn a victory once the agreement meets three of the necessary conditions. The initial condition states that a promise made by one the parties forms a basic factor depended by the other party. The transaction acknowledgement by the store manager is revealed through the want of exclusively selling the products after Sam’s promise of one thousand (1,000) units. Secondly, a demand letter requesting products delivery sent to Sam by the Chain store manager portrays reliance of the promise. Lastly, final condition requires fulfillment of the conditions.
The landlord and tenant rights and obligations respectively rely on the signed contract terms. The disclosure highlights the landlord duties to put into effect the rental premise possession by the tenant, ensure tenants enjoy a quiet rental apartment, and in turn tenants refund the landlord. Eviction notice that Sam received shows the landlord-tenant contract terms’ violation through performing business activities in the apartment that particularly include the barking contraption. However, it could be a valid argument for Sam that he had already informed the landlord of the new invention he was working on, after which was in turn spoken by the landlord portraying encouragement but not a restriction.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Against the eviction, Sam would argue that there is no prohibiting agreement written and that denies him to work on the inventory project from the apartment. He can also stand on arguing that it is free for him to utilize his apartment with no other tenants’ disruptions. Despite Sam and the landlord’s verbal agreement through a conversation, he may be evicted due to disturbance cause and violation of their contract terms of enjoying a quiet apartment. Nevertheless, there is lack of sufficient evidence in determining the intensity of Sam’s disturbance activity in the apartment.  
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